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REMARKS/ARGUMEHTS 

Reconsideration of the rejections set forth in the Of^ce Action dated November 29, 2004 
is respectfully requested. Claims 1-33 have been rejected, paims 6, 17, and 28 have been 
cancelled. Claims 34-36 have been added. Claims 1 , 3, 7,;j2, 14, 18, 23, 25, and 29 have been 
amended. 

Claim 1 has been amended to incorporate the limiti^ons of now-cancelled claim 6, and to 
recite that a sequence number is appended in a header for transmitted data packet when each 
transmitted data packet is encapsulated. Support for these ainendments may be found in the 
Specification, as for example on page 14 at lines 19-21 . ci^im 12 has been amended to 
incOTporate the limitations of now-cancelled claim 17, and i^lso to recite that a sequence number 
is appended in a header for each transmitted data packet. Cjaim 23 has been amended to 
incorporate the limitations of now-cancelled claim 28, as w|ll as to recite that a sequence number 
is appended in a header for each transmitted data packet. ;| 

' Claims 3,14, and 25 have been amended to recite ti^i data packets are stored in a 
retransmission buffer when space is available in the retran^iission buff<ar. When space is not 
available in the retransmission buffer, the data packets are c|ther held in a queue of discarded. 
Support for these amendments may be found in the Specification, as for example on page 14 at 
lines 21-24. U 

Claims 7, 18, and 29 have been amended to recite tilat receiving data packets fiom a fir^si 
node includes removing headers jqjpended to the data pack^. Support for this amendment may 
be found, for instance, on page 1 1 of the SpecilicaUon at lii|es 13-10. 

New claim 34 recites that packets identified by bitrt^ infomation arc retransmitted until 
a retry limit is approximately reached. Support for diis nci^ claim may be found in the 
Specification, as for example on page 16 at Imes 6-10. Ne^ claims 35 and 36 recite similar 
limitations as those recited in claim 34. ; [ 
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Appl. No. 09/976;627 \\ 
Amd. Dated February 23, 2005 ; l 

: Reply to OfTice Action of November 29, 2004 - l 

Reiections unde r 35 U.S.CilS 102 

: i 

Claims 1-33 have beeu rejected under 35 U.S.C. § f|>2(b) as being anticipated by U.S. 
Palenl No. 5,222,061 issued to Doshi al. i\ 

■ i 

1. Claims 1, 12, 23, and their respective dependents \ \ 

As amended, claim 1 recites that a method for opef^ting a first node include transmitting 
: data packets from the first node to a second node. Trans^liitting the data packets from the first 
; node to the second nodes includes encansnlating the data packets such that a sequence number is 
: ap pended in a header for each transmitted data packet to f^ilitate retransmission. 

It is respectfully submitted that Doshi et aL does nd| appear to teach of encapsulating data 

• packets. Doshi el al. also does not appear to teach ofapprnding a sequence number in a header 
; for a transmitted data packet. While Doshi et al. appiiars to teach of storing a copy of a 

transmitted data al a location that is indexed by a current ^dquence number (Ddshi et al., column 
3 at lines 36-38), and of appending a sequence number to ^ijdata packet (Doshi et al., column 3 at 
: lines 1-6), there is no teaching or suggesting that such a c^ent sequence number is appended m 
; a header of an encapsulated data packet. Accordingly, cli^m 1 is believed to be allowable over 
Doshi et al. for al least this reason. 

Claims 2-5 and 34 each depend from claim 1. i^s such, claims 2-5 and 34 are each 
: believed to be allowable over Doshi et al. for at least theifeason set forth above with respect to 
■ claim 1 . Each of these claims also recites additional Umitytions which, when considered in hght 
i of claim 1 , are believed to further distinguish the claimed fflvention over die cited art. By way of 
example, amended claim 3 recites that data packets are ^red in a retransmission buffer when 

• IheiTS is space in tlie retransmission buffer, and that the da^ packets arc held in a queue when the 
; retransmission buffer is full. In addition, when the queue; is full, the data packets are discarded. 
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While Doshi et al, teaches of storing a transmitted data i>|cket in a retransmLt memory buffer, 

Doshi et al. does not teach of or suggest that when such a idbemory buffer is full, a data packet is 

•.J 

held in a queue or discarded when the queue is full. Accd^ingly, claim 3 is also believed to be 
allowable over Doshi et al, for al least this additional reasoig 



Independent clauns 12 and 23 recite similar limitilions to those recitesd in independent 
claim L As such, claims 12, 23, and their dependents aii each believed to be allowable over 
Doshi et aL for at least the reason set forth above with resp^t to claim 1. 



2. Claims 7, 18, 29, and their respective dependents 

Amended claim 7 recites a method for operating a:3CCond node which includes receiving 
data packets from a first node. Receiving data packets fH>ni the first node includes removing 
headers appended to the data packets . It is respectfully subinitted that Doshi et al, does not teach 
of removing hieaders appended to data packets. As such, c&im 7 and its dependents are believed 
to be allowable over Doshi et al. for at least this reason. 

Claims 18 and 29 recite similar Limitations to thoselrecitcd in claim 7. Therefore, claims 
18, 29 and their dependents arc each believed to be allowable over Doshi et al. for at least the 
reason set forth above with respect to claim 7. 
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Conclusion 



For at l:east the foregoing reasons, the Applicants bdieve all the pending claims arc in 
condition for allowance and should be passed to issue. If Examiner feels that a telephone 
conference would in any way expedite the prosecution of the application, please do not hesitate 
to call the undersigned at (408) 44G-8690. 

Respectfully submitt^ 



Peggy A. Su 
Reg. No. 41.336 



RiTTER, Lang & Kaplan llp 
12930 Saratoga Ave., Suite Dl 
Saratoga, CA 95070 
Tel: 408-446-8690 
Fax: 408-446-8691 
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